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ABSTRACT
This study compared teachers' satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with the leadership behavior of their principals and the teachers'
perception of the openness or closedness of their schools' learning
climate in a selected field setting.
The historical development of management theory, organiza
tional theory, and personality theory contained a labyrinth of
literature concerned with the individual-organization milieu as
affected by leadership behavioral styles, organizational climates,
and individual need-disposition variables.
An ex post facto (causal-comparative), quasi-experimental
design in an actual field setting with a static group comparison
was utilized in order to disentangle the two concurrent independent
variables of administrator leadership behavior and teacher satis
faction and the dependent variable of the type of learning climate
perceived.

The independent variables, as perceived by the teacher,

were measured by the principals' section of Mullen's Diagnostic
Survey for Leadership Improvement (DSLI).

The dependent variable

was measured by Hoyle's learning Climate Inventory (LCI).
Question one specifically asked what is the correlation
between teacher perception of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
the leadership behavior of their principals and teachers' perception
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of the openness or closedness of the learning climate within the
school.

Thus, hypothesis one (H^) asserted that teachers who

perceive the leadership behavior of their principals with greater
degrees of satisfaction will perceive the learning climate of their
school to be open; and conversely, teachers who perceive the leader
ship behavior of their principals with greater degrees of dissatis
faction will perceive their school’s learning climate to be closed.
Lower scores on the DSLI indicated the teachers who were
more satisfied with leadership behavior of their principals, and
higher scores indicated those who were more dissatisfied.

Inversely,

lower scores on the LCI indicated closedness of learning climate
while higher scores indicated openness.
The product-moment coefficient of correlation of the 212
teachers' scores on the DSLI and the LCI instruments showed a
marked or substantial inverse correlation (-.590 ^+5 ) which was
calculated to be highly significant (.0001).

Therefore,

was

accepted and the conclusion drawn on the basis of likeness scores
that teachers who are more satisfied with the leadership behavior
of their principals will tend to perceive the learning climate
within their school to be open while those who are dissatisfied
perceive their school's learning climate to be closed.
Questions two and three specifically asked about the
difference between the extreme scores of the most highly satisfied
in Group Y (Qj_ on the DSLI) and the most highly dissatisfied in
Group X (Q^ on the DSLI) in their perception of the openness or
closedness of the learning climate within their school as measured
ix

by the LCI.

Thus, hypothesis two (H>>) asserted that there would be

a significant difference (.0 5 ) between the perception of the openness
of the learning climate by Group Y and the perception of the closed
ness of the learning climate by Group X.
The difference between Group Y that tended to perceive the
climate to be open (M of 105 on the LCI) and Group X that tended to
perceive the climate to be more closed (M of 8l on the LCI) was
determined by the F value of the analysis of variance (ADTOVA) or a
t test taken from y/F~.
An F of 66.31 was determined to be highly significant
(.0001).

Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and the

proposed Hg accepted.

On the basis of this difference between mean

scores, the conclusion was drawn that those who are most highly
satisfied with their principals' leadership behavior (Group Y)
perceive the learning climate to be open while the most highly
dissatisfied (Group X) perceive the learning climate to be closed.

x

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
Criticism by teachers about principals often expresses
dissatisfaction with administrative behavior and with the related
organizational climate of the school.

Some teachers attribute their

dissatisfaction to not knowing where their principal stands or what
he expects as a result of his lack of directiveness.

Conversely,

some teachers find satisfaction in open climates and are very
critical of administrative behavior that is authoritative.

What

administrative behavior and organizational climate is most conducive
to teacher satisfaction in actual field settings is a practical
question related to the contrasting views found in the three
historical stages in the development of educational administration
theory.
In the first period, known as classical scientific manage
ment, emphasis was placed upon the effectiveness of organizational
task achievement which resulted from directive leadership styles.
Planning, organizing, directing, and controlling were key constructs
illustrative of the autocratic climate and leadership mode of this
period (Gulick and Urwick, 1937).
The studies of leadership and organizational climate which
developed during the next period, known as the human relations
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epoch, in the disciplines of educational administration, social
psychology, and management, suggest an alternative to the author
itative behavior patterns typical of the classical scientific
management era.

(Wiles, 1950; Lewin, 1936; McGregor, i9 6 0 ) The

human relations theory of administration places emphasis on
non-directive techniques in a democratic climate that facilitate
such organizational efficiency factors as confidence, trust,
communication, decision-making, and interaction (Likert, 1967 ).
Thus, the role of the administrator shifted from director to
facilitator as the theories of administration evolved (Rogers, 1951)*
As opposed to the classical role where the administrator autocrat
ically made the decisions for the organization, the behavior of the
administrator is defined from the human resource frame of reference
as being the monitor of the decision-making process (Griffiths,
1959).
The new and third stage of educational administration,
involves a synthesis, or reconstruction, of the conflicting
theoretical and practical competencies characteristic of the
previous periods.

One of the crucial questions in the contemporary

reconstruction of educational administration theory concerns what
type of leadership behavior and social climate is most satisfying
from the perspective of the teacher (Mullen, 1976 ).
PURPOSE OP THE STUDY
The purpose of this study was to compare the degree of
perceived satisfaction of teachers with their principal's

leadership behavior and the teachers' perception of the openness or
closedness of the learning climate in their school.
The questions addressed in this study were:
1.

What is the correlation between teacher perception of

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the leadership behavior of their
principals and teacher perception of the openness or closedness of
the learning climate?
2.

Do teachers who are most satisfied with the leadership

behavior of their principal perceive the learning climate to be open
or closed?
3.

Do teachers who are most dissatisfied with the leader

ship behavior of their principal perceive the learning climate to be
open or closed?
HYPOTHESES

The research hypothesis concerns the correlation, or
significant likeness relationship, between teachers' perception of
satisfaction with the leadership behavior of their principal and
teachers' perception of the openness or closedness of the learning
climate in their school.

The answer to question one in the Purpose

of the Study involves all test scores and is found in the acceptance
or rejection of hypothesis one (Hq).
Hq.

Teachers who perceive the leadership behavior of their

principals with greater degrees of satisfaction will perceive the
learning climate of their school to be open; conversely, teachers
who perceive the leadership behavior of their principals with

greater degrees of dissatisfaction will perceive the learning climate
of their school to he closed.
The experimental hypothesis concerns whether there is a
significant difference between two selected groups (the most highly
satisfied and the most highly dissatisfied) in their perceptions of
the openness or closedness of the learning climate.

The answers to

questions two and three involve only Quartile 1 and Quartile 4 scores
and are found in the acceptance or rejection of hypothesis two (l^)"
H2 . There will be a significant difference between the
perception of the openness of the learning climate by Group Y
(teachers most highly satisfied with the leadership behavior of their
principal) and the perception of the closedness of the learning
climate by Group X (teachers most highly dissatisfied with the
leadership behavior of their principal).
DEFINITION OF TERMS
The perception of leadership behavior is an awareness of a
principal's acts that influences the teachers in the specific areas
of confidence and trust, communication, control, decision-making,
and interaction— factors measured by the "Overall School Principal
Levels" section of Mullen's Diagnostic Survey for Leadership
Improvement (DSLI).
Satisfaction refers to the teacher's perception of how an
administrator's behavior has fulfilled those roles and needs that
the teacher considers most important.

The degree of satisfaction

score is determined by the difference between the teachers'

perception of what the administrator IS doing and SHOULD BE doing in
the specific areas of leadership behavior as recorded on the Mullen
instrument.
Openness of the learning climate refers to how meaningfully
one perceives himself as participating in the democratic operation
of a school.

The criterion for the openness percept is any measure

above the mean on the Likert-type scale of Hoyle's Learning Climate
Inventory (LCI).
Closedness of the learning climate refers to one's perception
of how autocratically or authoritatively he has been directed by the
principal in the operation of a school.

The criterion for the

closedness percept is any measure below the mean on the Likert-type
scale of Hoyle's instrument (LCI).
DELIMITATIONS
The delimitations of the study are:
1.

The population of this study is limited to teachers in

six selected secondary schools in one system in Louisiana.
2.

The study is limited by the reliability and validity of

the two measuring instruments employed.
3.

The study is further limited by the difficulty involved

in assessing social perception.

PROCEDURES
The study included the following procedures:
1. A summary of the proposed study and copies of the
instruments administered in this study were submitted for clearance
by LSU's Committee on Use of Humans and Animals as Research Subjects
2.

The subjects to be surveyed were given both written and

verbal assurances of their options, rights, and protection, as
specified in LSU's program for compliance with the USDHEW "Institu
tional Guide to DHEW Policy on Protection of Human Subjects."
3.

Approximately two hundred twelve teachers in the six

public secondary schools with grades 9-12 in one school system in
Louisiana were administered two questionnaires at one sitting in
each of their respective schools between March 18 and May 2:0, 1977*
4.

The instrument used for measuring the teachers' degree

of satisfaction with the principal's leadership behavior was Mullen'
Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement (DSLI).

The scores of

the 212 teachers were ordered within a range including quartiles
Ql>

Q3 > 311(1

5.

The instrument used for measuring the teachers'

perception of the openness or closedness of the learning climate
was Hoyle's Learning Climate Inventory (LCI)
6.

To facilitate statistical treatment for a given subject,

the DSLI answer sheet and the LCI answer sheet had the same code
number.
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7.

The Pearson product-moment coefficient of correlation

formula was employed to determine the relationship between the DSLI
scores and the LCI scores for all 212 subjects.
8.

In order to obtain the data to perform a t test, Group Y

and Group X were drawn from the range of scores of the 212 teachers.
Group Y was composed of the top quartile (Q[,.) of teachers who were
most satisfied with the leadership behavior of the principals.
Group X was composed of the bottom quartile (Q^) of teachers who
were most dissatisfied with the leadership behavior of the principals.
The scores in the middle quartiles Qg and Q3 were not used as parts
of Group X and Group Y.
9 . The null form of hypothesis two (IL,) was subjected to

a two-tailed t test ( . 0 5 level of significance).
IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY
This study is relevant to the theoretical and practical
questions of directive versus non-directive techniques of adminis
tration as they affect the type of organizational climate in which
the teachers experience the greatest degree of satisfaction.
Educational administration as a discipline has passed through two
important periods of theoretical development, the classical
scientific management era and the human relations epoch.

The field

now is involved in a new era of reorganization and synthesis
involving such contemporary constructs as accountability, compe
tency, organizational renewal, and organizational development.

Research on the relationship between educational leadership
and organizational renewal is currently a trend in studies of
educational administration (Sarthory, 1971)•

Leadership is defined

in those studies as an interactional phenomenon rather than as an
assigned status.

This study dealt with the teacher's perception of

Mullen's five areas of superior-subordinate interaction between the
principal and the teacher and with the effect of that interaction on
the satisfaction of the teacher in that type of learning climate.
Such data may be helpful in planning organizational renewal (OR)
and organizational development (OD) treatments (Schmuck and others,
1977).

Chapter 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Studies relevant to the interconnection of the variables of
administrator leadership behavior, organizational climate, and
individual satisfaction of teachers within schools have been
numerous.

They include a labyrinth of theoretical and applied

research from a variety of behavioral sciences.

Those overlapping

fields have had concurrent impact upon the theory and practice of
educational administration.
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF CONCURRENT THEORIES
The historical development of concurrent theories in
management, organizational behavior, and personality dynamics has
had significant influence upon the research studies of leadership
styles, organizational climates, and individual satisfaction.
Management Theory
The contemporary epoch of management theory resulted in the
recognition of the efficiency and effectiveness of organizational
climates in which formal group demands are integrated by positive
transaction with personal need-dispositions of individuals within
informal, small groups.

(Barnard, 193$; Getzels and others, I960;

Kimbrough and Nunnery, 1976)

Organizational behavior, analogous to
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individual psychology, became explicable and predictable, thus
amenable to diagnosis and clinical treatment.

(Lonsdale, 196k;

Halpin and Croft, 1963 ; Likert, 1967 ) Instruments were created to
measure leadership styles and social climates.

(Hemphill and Coons,

1957; Stern, 1963 ; Steinhoff, 1965 ; Halpin and Croft, 1963 ) Organi
zational development (0D) or intervention treatments, modeled after
Lewin's laboratory method, sought to plan and change leadership
behavior and organizational climates which were dysfunctional,
inefficient, or ineffective.

(Argyris, I96 U; Likert, 1967 ;

Golembiewski, 1972; Mullen, 1976; Schmuck and others, 1977)
In 1938 Barnard formulated the classical constructs,
"effectiveness" and "efficiency," related to the two basic goals and
the health of all organizations (Barnard, 1938).

Homans related the

same two dimensions of organizational purpose to organizational
climate factors in the study of authority and control (Homans, 1950).
Cartwright and Zander's publication on small group dynamics defined
all group objectives under the two headings of "goal achievement
behavior" and "group maintenance behavior" (Cartwright and Zander,
1953).

McGregor's "Theory X" and "Theory Y" suggested strategies

most conducive to the achievement of organizational efficiency and
effectiveness (McGregor, i96 0 ).
Constructs and skills— involving specifically planned
change, problem-solving, decision-making, communication, and inter
personal competencies— have emerged in this epoch as criteria for
the assessment of administrative competence.

(Bennis and others,

1976; Hemphill, 1958; McGrath, 1972; Griffiths, 1959; Rogers, 196 I;

Mullen, 1976; Schmuck and others, 1977)

Instruments for measurement

of leadership "behavior and organizational climate were developed
concurrently.
Organizational Theory
Theorists in educational administration have been sensitive
to the insights produced in organizational dynamics by sociologists
and psychologists (Getzels and others, 1968 ).

This field in

education, along with management in industry, has drawn much from the
pure behavioral researchers (Likert, 1967 ).

Owens and Iannaccone

are two organizational theorists in education who have realized the
importance of the human element in the informal group and thus have
contributed to the understanding of the school as a complex organi
zation (Owens, 1970; Griffiths, 196 ^).
The human relations era emphasized that the goal of an
organization is achieved finally not through role assignments but by
people meeting in face-to-face interaction.

Transcending defini

tions of role relationships, it is people who plan, solve problems,
make decisions, communicate, and interact personally.

Thus, a

teacher is more than a job description, and a school is more than a
line and staff organizational chart (Owens, 1970).
By focusing on the primary or small elemental groups, the
humanistic approach to the informal organization of the school
enabled the sociological concept of a complex organization to
evolve beyond the formal line and staff role definition of
bureaucracy.

Iannaccone uses a network of "linkages" and "bridges"
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to present the school as a complex organization while defining the
t

legal power and authority of the formal organization and the extralegal power of the informal organization.

The underlying hypothesis

for educational administration to which the complex organization
construct finally leads is:

IF a fusion or synthesis occurs between

the formal organization and its informal counterparts, THEN the
principal will be able to extend his influence through these networks
of communication and interaction (iannaccone, 196^).
Personality Theory
Three important contributions from personality theory
relevant to understanding the individual-organization integration
milieu were Lewin's field theory, Murray's press-need interaction
concept, and Maslow's motivation theory.
Lewin's field theory. The first important approach in
psychology modeled after physical field theory was the Gestalt
movement prior to the First World War (Ha31 and Lindzey, 1957).
Borrowing the Gestalt matrix approach, Lewin established a
psychological field theory model that had three characteristics.
First, behavior was defined as a function of the field which existed
at the time the behavior occurred.

Second, analysis of behavior

from this framework started with the situation as a whole and then
differentiated the component parts.

Third, Lewin represented

mathematically the behavior of the actual person in a concrete
situation.

Thus, the field was defined as "the totality of
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coexisting facts which are conceived of as mutually interdependent"
(Lewin, 1951 , p. 2^0).
Lewin defined personality in terms of enclosed boundaries
that separate the individual from the rest of the world and differ
entiate the personality from the universe by the continuous boundary.
He then described the interaction of the personality with the
psychological environment outside these boundaries.

This systems

approach enabled Lewin to perceive the "part-whole interrelationship."
Between the boundaries of the personality system (P) and the
boundaries of the psychological environmental system (E) lies what
Lewin called the "life-space" phenomenon (L) (Hall and Lindzey,
1957)«

In P+E=L, Lewin expressed a model of field theory.

In

defining behavior (B) as a function (F) of the life space (L), Lewin
provided the formula, B=F (L).

Finally, in the formula B=f (PxE),

where B = behavior, f = frequency, P = personality, and E = environ
ment, Lewin provided his model for analyzing the determinants of
behavior (Lewin, 1936).
Lewin's systems approach sought to overcome the isolation
of components which belong together and are best understood in terms
of their interaction.

The psychical energy of the personality was

understood as the attempt of the personality system to return to a
state of equilibrium after it has been thrown into a state of
disequilibrium.

(Lewin, 1936)

Murray's press-need motivation theory. Murray's motivation
al system attempted to analyze the organism-environment situation in

Ik

terms of two dimensions, internal "needs" and external "press."
Murray recognized needs within these dimensions as being hierarchi
cal.

However, those internal needs must be linked with events taking

place outside the individual.

In interaction these two dimensions

delineate personal motivation (Hall and Lindzey, 1957).
Murray defined need as a construct which stands for the
internal determinants of behavior.

Need is a force in the brain

which organizes perception, apperception, intellection, conation,
and action in such a way as to transform in a certain direction an
existing, unsatisfying situation.

Sometimes provoked directly by

internal processes, need is stimulated more frequently by an
environmental force known as effective press (Murray, 1938).
Just as the concept of need represents the significant
determinants of behavior within the person so Murray’s concept of
press represents the effective determinants of behavior in the
enviornment.

Simply, a press is a property or attribute of an

environmental object or person which facilitates or impedes the
efforts of the individual to reach a given goal.

The environment,

as perceived by the individual, is called beta press, and the
objective environment as it actually exists in reality is called
the alpha press (Murray in Kluckhohn and others, 1953).
In contrast with some psychoanalytic theorists, Murray placed
emphasis upon socio-cultural determinants of behavior.

The press-

need is useful to understanding the motivation of persons within
the social milieu of organizational climates.

Thus he stated:

A person is an emergent entity of and in a certain
physical, social and cultural milieu. He cannot be

15

properly represented in isolation from his locale, or
from the culture of the group of which he is a member,
or from his status (role) in the structure of that
group. Basically, every person is a social person, an
interdependent part of a system of human interaction
(Murray in Kluckhohn and others, 1953 3 P. 6).
The press-need interactional approach to personality theory and
motivation— and thus the emphasis upon socio-cultural determinants
of behavior— made clear that Murray accepted and accentuated the
importance of a "field" view of behavior (Hall and Lindzey, 1957)*
Murray’s organism-environmental framework for explaining
motivation made his personality theory particularly relevant to
understanding the individual’s relation to complex organizations.
Two of the early instruments for assessing organizational climate,
Organizational Climate Index (OCl) and High School Characteristics
Index (HSCl), were based upon the motivational theory of Murray
(Buros, 1972).
Maslow's holistic-dynamic motivation theory. The point of
view that Maslow used in his motivation and personality theory is
described as being organismic, holistic, and dynamic.

He wrote,

"The general point of view that is being propounded here is holistic
rather than atomistic, functional rather than taxonomic, dynamic
rather than simple-mechanical” (Maslow, 195^ 3 P- 2 7 ). His theo
retical frame of reference shared common features with Goldstein's
organismic approach and the approach of existential psychologists
such as Fromm and May (Maslow, 1962; Fromm, 1955; May and others,
1961 ).
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Factors usually regarded as separable dichotomies were
treated by Maslow as integrated wholes which function phenomenologically.

Rather than seeking simple-mechanical, cause-effect

relationships.

Maslow explained personality dynamics in terms of

concurrent forces, interrelationships, and multiple causation.
(Maslow, 195^)

The early Gestalt movement, Lewin's field theory,

and general systems theory all have features common to organismic
theory in general and Maslow's holistic-dynamic theory in particular
(Hall and Lindzey, 1957)*
Maslow perceived his theory of motivation to be a fusion of
dichotomous polarities previously separated; thus he called it a
"holistic-dynamic" theory.

The whole man— seen in terms of an

appreciation for his health and potential rather than deduced from
a view of the abnormal— is what Maslow seeks to grasp in his
personality theory.

In a quest for knowledge of healthy motivation,

Maslow wrote:
The motivational life of neurotic sufferers should,
even in principle, be rejected as a paradigm for
healthy motivation. Health is not simply the absence
of disease or even the opposite of it. Any theory of
motivation that is worthy of attention must deal with
the highest capacities of the healthy and strong man
as well as with the defensive maneuvers of crippled
spirits (Maslow, 195*+5 p. 79)•
Thus, Maslow's paradigm of motivational theory sought to go beyond
the limits of abnormal psychology.

His unique contribution from an

organismic viewpoint was the holistic-dynamic model for the study
of healthy people (Maslow, 195*+).
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The interaction between the organism and the environment is
the reality Maslow sought to grasp in his holistic-dynamic approach.
He stressed his concern for motivation theory rather than behavior
theory alone and stated that behavior is determined by several
classes of determinants, of which motivation is one and environmental
force is another.

Thus, the study of motivation supplements rather

than negates or denies the study of situational determinants.

Maslow

asserted that both behavior theory and motivational theory have their
places in the larger systems structure (Maslow, 195^).
In summary, Maslow's approach to motivational theory
contributed a unique framework for understanding persons in the
context of organizational climates.

The basic human needs were

conceptualized as a hierarchical range which includes physiological,
safety, belongingness, love, esteem, and self-actualization needs.
The physiological needs were considered the lowest on the scale.

As

needs are met at one level, the individual can then seek fulfillment
at the next higher level.

Beyond the physiological realm, needs

are derived from interaction with the environment and are primarily
social.

The highest need in the maturation of the individual

concerns the phenomenological process of self-actualization (Maslow,

195^).
MODELS OF SOCIAL SYSTEMS

The ’variables of leadership behavior, organizational climate,
and individual satisfaction belong primarily to social systems
rather than technological systems.

To explain the behavior of

individuals within the context of primary groups, complex organiza
tions, and the cultural environment, a general systems construct of
social organization is needed (Bertrand, 1972).

The social systems

models of Bertrand, Getzels, and Lonsdale are examples of the type
of synthesis offered by contemporary organizational theory in the
individual-organization integration milieu and in the fusion of the
formal and informal dimensions of the complex organization (Bertrand,
1972; Getzels and others, 1968 ; Lonsdale, 196 ^).

McGrath provides

a General Model of an Organization System Network (OSN) especially
designed for school administration in reference to the historical
stages of efficiency, effectiveness, and synthesis through which
organizational theory has evolved (McGrath, 1972).

Finally, Mies

(196 U), Bennis and others (1976), Chin and Downey (1973)> and.
Etzioni (196 U) have used open systems constructs in order to study
innovations in education and the process of change in complex
organizations.
Bertrand’s Model of the Dynamics of Social Organization
Bertrand's model of the dynamics of social organization
sought to account for the concrete acts and interactional processes
within and between the bounds of social systems.

The dynamics of

behavior (a given act) are determined by the interplay of three sets
of factorial variables:

the cultural variables, the personality

variables, and the situation variables (Bertrand, 1972).

This model

serves to explain behavior involved in an individual's interaction
with primary groups, complex organizations, and society at large.
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Both micro relations within and macro relations beyond the complex
organizations are subject to analysis from this general systems and
role theory approach.
Following the work of Bates, and similar to Iannaconne's
concepts, Bertrand defined the complex organization as a social
system comprised of two or more small groups which have specialized
tasks and which cooperate in achieving the particular goals of the
total organization.

These small or elemental groups are connected

by interstitial linkages, persons or leaders, who have reflexive
reciprocal role relationships (Bertrand, 1972, p. 130)-

Concept

ualized within the synthesis contained in this definition is the
anatomy of organizational (school) systems, including formal and
informal dimensions.
The relationship of the individual with the network of the
larger organization was structured by the role theory of this social
systems model (Bertrand, 1972).

Whether the individual is in

conflict or cooperative unity with the complex organization's
formal or informal dimensions is important if the individual is to
achieve human potential and if the organization is to effectively
and efficiently achieve its goals.

The problem of an employee's

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the complex organization's
climate can be examined from the theoretical model of this social
system because of the way in which it deals with interaction between
individuals in various superior-subordinate role relationships
(Bertrand, 1972 ).
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Getzels-Guba's Model of Transactional Dynamics
The Getzels-Guba model provides a social systems framework
with interdependent criteria for analyzing the behavior of an
individual within the context of a school (complex organization).
The work of Barnard is used as the axis or turning point in the
evolution of the theories of management and complex organizations.
Getzels describes Barnard's analysis of the relationships between
effectiveness and efficiency, formal and informal organization, and
cooperative achievement and personal satisfaction in order to
construct a theoretical social systems model in which there is a
synthesis between these polarities (Getzels and others, 1968 ).
The Getzels-Guba social systems model consists of normative
(nomothetic) dimensions and personal (idiographic) dimensions.

The

nomothetic polarity contains the components of institution, role, and
expectation.

The idiographic polarity contains the elements of

individual, personality, and need-disposition, respectively.

Social

behavior is the output or effect which results from the interaction
between these polarities.
The works of Linton, Carr, Parsons, and Homans were used by
Getzels to define the characteristics of social systems which contain
both nomethetic and idiographic components; thus, Getzels described
these analytic dimensions of the social system:
For general analytic purposes, and more especially
for the analysis of administrative processes, we may
conceive of the social system as involving two classes
of phenomena which are at once conceptually independent
and phenomenally interactive: (l) the institutions,
with certain roles and expectations, that will fulfill
the goals of the system, and (2) the individuals with
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certain personalities and dispositions, inhabiting the
system whose observed interactions comprise what we
call social behavior (Getzels and others, 1968 , p. 5 6 ).
Getzels labeled these two interacting dimensions as the sociological
level (nomothetic) of analysis and the psychological level (idio
graphic) of analysis.

The intent of this theoretical social system

model is to seek a more scientific knowledge about human behavior
under these conditions by hypothesis and experimentation and by
prediction and control (Getzels and others, 1968 ).
The nomothetic dimension (institution, roles, and expecta
tions) represents the press-demands of the organization.

The

idiographic dimension (individuals, personality, and need-disposition)
includes the morale and motivational factors.
Getzels reconstructed the use of the terms effectiveness and
efficiency, following Barnard, so that historically the nomotheticinstitutional oriented periods of classical scientific management
and bureaucratic theory became primarily concerned with effective
ness rather than efficiency.

Conversely, the human relations skill

era would be related to efficiency rather than effectiveness in
Getzels model.

This interpretation is in contrast with Gross *

reference to the Taylor, Fayol, and Urwick era as the "cult of
efficiency" (Gross, 196 H).
Getzel's social systems model may be summed up in the
following hypothesis:

IF there is a positive transaction between

the nomothetic and idiographic dimensions, T H M the goal of the
organization will be achieved and the motivational needs of the
individual will be actualized.

Organizations under the influence
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of certain leadership styles can be efficient without being effective
or be effective without being efficient; i.e., positive transaction
concerns the vital balance in which both organizational goals and
individual needs are accomplished.

The leadership behaviors referred

to as nomothetic, idiographic, and transactional will be defined in
the third section of this chapter.
Lonsdale's Model of Dynamic Equilibrium
Lonsdale borrowed a diagram from Griffiths in order to
present his theoretical model of maintaining the organization in
dynamic equilibrium.

That diagram presents the levels of interaction

between the individual and the organization.- The open systems
approach is already indicated in the term "dynamic equilibrium"
(Lonsdale, I96 U).

Thus, both micro-subsystems and macro-environ

mental systems will be considered in reference to this complex
organizational theory.
Lonsdale interpreted "maintaining the organization" as
having several different meanings operating at different levels.
First, satisfying the personal and social needs of the participants
in an organization in order to retain their support and to hold the
organization together is one meaning of "maintaining the organi
zation. " This occurs at the lowest, most individualized, and
concrete level.

In fulfilling the "need-satisfaction" of members,

one of the two basic purposes of organizations is achieved.

Second,

at a more inclusive level, "maintaining the organization" involves
task achievement of the organization as well as need-satisfaction
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of the individuals.

In fulfilling both purposes of an organization,

the organization is maintained at a steady state, held together, and
continued with an even flow of energy or output.

On a higher plane,

a change to a new, self-regulating state must occur within the
organization in order to make a stabilizing adjustment if disequilib
rium results from growth or deterioration.

The former condition of

an "even flow" of energy would exemplify a "dynamic" state.

Lonsdale

conceived that "maintaining an organization in dynamic equilibrium"
would involve a change or shift to a new balance of health in which
an external adjustment occurs as well as an internal integration of
task-achievement and need-satisfaction (Lonsdale, I96 U).
Lonsdale drew from a variety of behavioral sciences in
explaining relevant information pertaining to the individualorganization integration milieu (Lonsdale, I96 U).

Some of the

factors analyzed included the two purposes of organizations (taskachievement and need-satisfaction), role theory, motivation and
morale, organizational climate, and systems theory.
General Model of an Organization Systems Network (OSN)
McGrath perceived the organizational construct to have
emerged through three discretely identifiable theoretical eras:
eras of efficiency, effectiveness, and synthesis (McGrath, 1972).
He generally described these eras to correspond respectively with
nomothetic, idiographic, and transactional constructs.

McGrath

perceived closed systems constructs to be operative in the Weberian
style of bureaucratic-oriented administration.

Developing from the

2k

person-oriented style of the idiographic organizational construct
era, open systems approaches became operable by stressing that the
human actor should not be ignored at the expense of organizational
structures and objectives.

According to McGrath, the third and

contemporary major era of organizational theory development made an
attempt to explain and to understand organizations by synthesizing
some of the principles of the two extremes epitomized as closed
systems and open systems (McGrath, 1972).
A General Model of an Organization Systems Network (OSN) was
constructed by McGrath to apply specifically to school systems.

The

synthesis of both open and closed systems, idiographic and nomothetic
dimensions of an organization, was attempted in this model.

The

OSN tends to integrate the Bertrand, Getzels-Guba, and Lonsdale
models (McGrath, 1972).
Represented in McGrath's General Model of an Organization
Systems Network (OSN) are five broad components of an organization
systems network that are assumed to encompass any event or problem
of school administration.

The ordering of the components of the

OSN model began with the first priority of organizational goals
under the heading of "tasks" and extends outward to "structures,"
"actors," "techniques," and "environments” (McGrath, 1972).
The "tasks" component includes the purposes or reasons for
the organization's existence and continuance.

Thus, task achieve

ment (effectiveness) and group maintenance (efficiency) are the two
major goals involved in the organizational process of the school.
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Four major subsystems of the tasks component are:

(l) organization

tasks, (2 ) member tasks, (3 ) client tasks, and (U) society tasks
(McGrath, 1972).
Changing Organizations
Organizational theory has been concerned with the study of
change and innovations in organizations.

(Bennis and others, 1976;

Blau, 1956; Havelock, 1969 ; Chin and Downey, 1973; Miles, 196k)
Leadership styles and participative management skills have been
important variables in such studies (Havelock, 1969 ).

Organizational

renewal, entropy, and organizational health also have been important
parts of studying change and adjustment in organizations.

(Gardner,

I96 U; Golembiewski, 1972; Miles, I96 U) A third related area is
concerned with understanding the stages or steps through which
planned change emerges (Hage and Aiken, 1970).
Some studies characterized by an open systems orientation--a
human relations or idiographic approach— emphasized that partici
pation by the rank-and-file membership in cooperation with
non-directive supervision in such processes as organizational
planning, problem-solving, and decision-making tends to lead to
innovative change.

(Mullen, 1976; Likert, 1967 ; Etzioni, 196 U)

Indeed, the advocacy of this principle in the literature is so
strong that Havelock has characterized this emphasis as a "general
law of innovations" (Havelock, 1969 ).
Some advocates such as Benne (1976 ), Dufay (1966 ), Oliver
(1965 ), and Sears (1950) viewed diffused decision-making or

participative management as necessary throughout the attempt at
initiating or bringing about change in the organization.

Others

see this participative approach as important when the need for
innovation is established, when a particular proposal is finally
adopted and carried out (Havelock, 1969 ).

Some researchers have

concluded that participation leads to the reduction of resistance
and the creation of commitment (Argyris, 1962 ; Wigran, 1967 ).

The

idiographic dimensions are served in that participation provides
clarity and mutual understanding of the need for the change (Bennis
1976 ).

The effect of leadership upon organizations in need of

change— i.e., organizations that suffer from social disorganization
and are in need of a new state of equilibrium— has been the concern
of some writers.

Gardner (1964), Bennis (1976), and Toffler (1970)

have described entropic organizational conditions in such language
as "tyranny without a tyrant," "arterosclerotic organizations,"
"why leaders can't lead," and "future shock."

Like individuals,

complex organizations are victimized by uncontrollable change— too
much change in too short a time.

However, Miles described the

predicament of the school— in spite of a great deal of talk about
innovations— as being frozen or resistive to any real change (Miles
1964).
Organizational Development (OD) treatments involving group
problem solving, intraorganizational feedback, sensitivity training
and T-group experience are important in resolving conflict and
resistance to planned change.

Such OD treatments help the organi

zation to adapt to its environment by recovering a steady state
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(Golembiewski, 1972).

Planning, problem-solving, decision-making,

communication and interpersonal competencies are important ingre
dients in the process of integrating the individual and the
organization in order to provide a healthy organizational climate
(Schmuck and others, 1977; Golembiewski, 1972).

Brickell disclosed

that organizational change is effected by the participant members'
willingness to change and ability to exhibit new attitudes, values,
and behavior (Brickell, 1961 ).

Behavior modification is used by

organizational developmentalists in creating healthy organizational
climates (Sarason, 1972).
LEADERSHIP STYLES, ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATES,
AND INDIVIDUAL SATISFACTION
Roethlisberger, in diagnosing human situations found two
tricks that words play which need to be avoided:

(l) the danger of

treating alike by words things that are different and unique, and
(2 ) the danger of separating by words things that are inseparable
(Roethlisberger, 1 966 ). When researchers attempt to isolate
variables by laboratory, statistical, and verbal controls, sometimes
components belonging together are estranged.
In the study of leadership styles, organizational climates,
and individual satisfaction, it is relationships among and the
differentiation of these components that we seek to understand.
Leadership styles are at least one set of determinants used to
describe or classify profiles of organizational climates.

The

organizational climate has been defined also as a global extension

28

of individual morale-satisfaction (Lonsdale, I96 U).

Administration

competencies are interrelated with, yet distinct from, leadership
behavior according to some theorists (Owens, 1970; Kimbrough and
Nunnery, 1976 ).
One of the major problems resulting from confounding variables
in the study of leadership is the inability of definition (Kimbrough
and Nunnery, 1976).

In some studies no distinction has been made

between administration and leadership.

Other studies have defined

administration nomothetically as a more inclusive category than
leadership, involving activities such as management tasks.

On the

other hand, idiographic approaches to leadership go beyond status
positions in the formal organizations to include emergent leadership
in informal groups.

The transactional or synthesis approach may

refer to persons behaving in organizational structures in such a way
as to influence others to seek willingly and enthusiastically the
achievement of group objectives (Kimbrough and Nunnery, 1976 ). Man
agement theory, organizational theory, and personality theory
contribute to the interrelation and differentiation between leader
ship, climate, and motivation.
Leadership Behavior
Hemphill and Coons' development of the Leadership Behavior
Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) significantly enhanced the
behavioral approach to leadership research (Stogdill and Coons,
1957).

The LBDQ consisted of short, descriptive statements of

leadership behavior to which group members responded in terms of

their perception of those behaviors.

Halpin first used the LBDQ in

his study of B-29 bomber crews in the Korean Conflict (Halpin, 1966 )
Later he used the LBDQ in the assessment of school superintendents.
Halpin’s studies refined the earlier concepts of Fleishman and
Harris.

By the constricts of "initiating structure" and "consider

ation" Halpin referred respectively to directive and non-directive
roles (Halpin, 1966 ).
Leadership in Complex Organizations
Leadership behavior research has been extensive in various
types of complex organizations as well as in the emergent dynamics
of small groups.

The study of leadership influences on personnel

behavior in complex organizations has taken into consideration both
the formal and informal processes (Castetter, 1971).
Castetter addressed the problem of how educational admin
istration leadership can be so implemented that the needs of
subordinates can be satisfied while that leadership behavior, at the
time, contributes to the accomplishment of a school system's missional tasks.

Thus, he defined leadership as the function of

"guiding" or facilitating the efforts of subordinates toward the
attainment of organization objectives.

He asserted that those

objectives cannot be achieved if the formal and informal organiza
tions are in conflict, i.e., if the press-demands of the formal
organization are recognized to the exclusion of the individual needdispositions of the subordinates (Castetter, 1971)-
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Castetter's concept of transactional leadership emphasized
a vital balance between the achievement of organizational goals and
the non-directive facilitation of persons in the process of selfrealization.

In stressing the importance of "guidance" as opposed

to "directing" as the function of the leader, Castetter concluded
with an affirmation of what he termed "organizational democracy"
(Castetter, 1971)*
Recent literature pertaining to complex organizations, also
emphasizes fulfillment of individual needs that transcend the formal
tasks of an organization.

Bertrand stated that, although it might

appear far-fetched, an organization must be defined as an entity
that is concerned with more than formal objectives.

That is, the

system is not looked upon by its members simply as a producer of
goods or services.

Members do experience the organization as a

viable body that has a function to perform, tasks to be completed,
and a rate of growth to maintain.

However, because these goals also

include the phenomenon of self-realization by individuals, they
transcend a system's measurable output (Bertrand, 1972).
In the study of various types of complex organizations
(military, industrial, business, etc.), Fleishman and Harris felt
that leadership behavior falls into two general categories.

They

used the terms "structure" and "consideration" to describe those
two categories or dimensions of leadership behavior.

Structure

pertains to the directive acts of a supervisor's role in assigning
tasks, planning ahead, establishing the means of production, and
pressing for its accomplishments.

Consideration allows for and
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encourages participation by others in these processes (Fleishman and
Harris, 1962 ).
Early Studies of Leadership Styles in Social Climates
Along with the development of the human relations epoch of
administration there emerged a particular emphasis upon the construct
of "democratic leadership."

The experimental research of Lewin,

Lippitt, and White in group dynamics had a profound effect upon this
concept of leadership in American education.
Lewin and Lippitt's findings indicated that a higher state
of tension existed in the atmosphere of the autocratic group; more
cooperative endeavor emerged in the democratic group; more expressions
of an objective attitude occurred in the democratic group; the
feeling of "we'ness" was greater in the democracy; the feeling of
"i'ness" was greater in the authoritarian group; the group structure
was more stable and tended to maintain a higher degree of unity in
the democratic group; in the autocratic group, situations arose where
the group combined its aggression against one individual, making him
a scapegoat; the feeling for group property and group goals was much
better developed in the democratic group; and, following an exchange
of group members, there was a decrease in dominating behavior for
the child changed to the democratic group (Lewin and Lippitt, 1955).
Lewin, Lippitt, and White reported also the results of an
experimental design in which elementary school children were exposed
to three leadership styles:
fare.

democratic, autocratic, and laissez-

The researchers observed what happened when adult leaders
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intentionally, under controlled conditions, emerged in these different
leadership styles.

As a result of these experiments, democratic

leadership came to he recognized by educators as the most conducive
of the three styles to higher morale and achievement.

Autocratic

leadership was considered to result in more resistive aggressive
behavior, and laissez-faire leadership was perceived to cause frus
tration, lack of purpose, and indecision (Lewin, Lippitt, and White,
1939).
The "democratic leadership" construct that these studies sired
coincided with the human relations epoch in educational administration
and supervision (Wiles, 1950).
unchallenged.

However, the concept did not stand

Subsequent studies have both affirmed and negated the

democratic leadership concept as applied to administrative behavior
in large complex organizations (Lipham, 196k; Likert, 1967 ).
Differentiation Between Administration and Leadership
Lipham stressed that, since leadership roles in organiza
tions are unique, the leadership studies concerned with small,
unstructured, randomly selected groups are limited in their appli
cability to large, complex hierarchial organizations.

Lipham further

concluded that "democratic" leadership is a loosely defined, psuedopolitical concept.

Because administrators and staff members are not

ten-year-olds comprising voluntary hobby clubs in a classroom, the
classic studies of Lewin, White, and Lippitt were rejected by
Lipham (Lipham, 196 *+).
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Lipham further suggested a theory of leadership that directly
affects the behavior of administrators in complex organizations.
Utilizing Hemphill’s work, Lipham defines leadership as the initia
tion of a new structure or procedure for accomplishing an organi
zation's goals and objectives.

He concludes that the initiation of

a change within a system can come out of either the delegated statusauthority role or individual personality prestige (Lipham, 196b).
Interestingly, Lipham and others defined leadership and
administration as belonging to opposite polarities.

(Lipham, I96J+;

Owens, 1970; Sarthory,.1971) As opposed to the concept of leaders
initiating structure for organizational change, Lipham perceived the
administrator's role to be limited to the utilization of existing
structures for the achievement of organizational goals.

Although

the administrator, like the leader, may turn to the authority of
his role or to the influence of his personality, he differs primarily
from the leader in that he is concerned with maintaining, rather
than changing, the established structures, procedures, or goals.
Thus, Lipham perceived the administrator as the stabilizing force
that enables the complex organization to maintain continuity
across time frames (Lipham, 196b).
From the perspective of Owens, administrative leadership is
conceived of as containing an inherent conflict.

Owens stated:

"An important source of role conflict for the principal is that he
is expected to be both administrator and leader, although, by
definition, the behaviors appropriate for each of these roles are
mutually exclusive" (Owens, 1970, p. 126).

The emphasis in

3^

administration is upon the smooth operation of a school.

Thus, the

role of the administrator in the school is to maintain the organi
zation in a state of equilibrium by promoting the established
procedures and structures necessary to help the organization achieve
its goals.

Leaders tend to be disruptive of the existing state of

affairs because initiated change is the primary function of the
leader (Owens, 1970).
Although organizations do possess built-in devices which
tend to maintain stability, they also need to be adaptive agents of
change.

Sarthory theorized that educational leadership has to do

with keeping educational organizations adaptive to the changing
needs of the clients they serve and the society at large.

He felt

that the essence of educational leadership promotes and perpetuates
a continuous process of organizational renewal.

Sarthory held that

this theory goes beyond the democratic leadership style advocated in
the second era of management where the maintaining of ongoing
structures was still of primary concern.

In summary, Sarthory

defined "administration" as entailing smooth maintenance of the
operation of the status quo (Sarthory, 1971).
The Interrelation Between Administration and Leadership
Not all literature on leadership has conceived of the rela
tionship between administration and leadership as being mutually
exclusive.

Neither has all literature on organizational development

and organizational renewal conceived of democratic leadership as
being non-applicable to the complex organization.

The relationship
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between administration and leadership is particularly stressed by
some behavioral engineers who seek to restore organizations to a
healthy climate and in some psychotherapeutic techniques which are
applicable to education (Argyris, 196 ^; Rogers, 1951).
The literature offers many expressions supporting the early
views of Lewin, Lippitt, and White.

(Golembiewski, 1972; Argyris,

196 !+; Bennis and others, 1976; Rogers, 1951)

The theories of

leadership in the Getzels-Guba model and Lonsdale's open social
systems theory are similar to Lewin’s field theory.

In planned

change and organizational renewal the concept of functional democracy
as vised by theorists and behavioral engineers placed emphasis upon:
(l) the human resource element in an organization finding selfrealization in a climate where press-demands and individual-needs
are satisfactorily resolved by a positive transaction; (2) admin
istration as not dichotomously adverse to leadership in the
initiation, implementation, and incorporation of change; (3 ) main
tenance processes as not alienated from task achievements; and
(U) a social systems theory conceptualized as "open" where an
organization must be in a continuous process of reconstruction in
order to maintain a dynamic equilibrium.

(Argyris, 1957; Argyris,

I96 U; Golembiewski, 1972; Bennis and others, 1976)
Individual satisfaction in relationship to leadership styles
has been conceptualized in the writings of Getzels and others (1968 )
and Getzels and Guba (1957).

Leading, rather than being defined as

opposed to administration, is conceived of as the act of initiating
structure in interaction with others.

Leading involves "leadership-

followship" (superior-subordinante) interactions that are classified
into three distinctive styles:

(l) nomothetic-normative, (2 ) idio

graphic-personal, and (3 ) transactional.
The nomothetic-normative style of leadership places emphasis
upon the demands of the institutional requirements, role assignments,
and press expectations rather than on the requirements of the
individual, the personality, and the need-dispositions.

The idio-

graphic-personal style of leadership stresses concern for the
individual, the personality and the need-dispositions rather than
the institutional demands, role assignments, and press expectations.
The transactional style of leadership seeks a vital balance between
the organization and the individual.

This style may be relative to

the situational need in terms of either the organization or the
individual (Getzels and others, 1968 ).
For the studies of leadership and for the effect of assigned
roles upon individual dispositions, the theoretical framework of the
Getzels-Guba model presents one of the most useful and prominent
tools available.
hypothesis:

That theoretical model provides a basis for the

IF the organizational demands are highly or exclusively

emphasized by nomothetic leadership, T H M the individual consider
ation and morale may be low.

Conversely, IF individual consider

ations are exclusively regarded by idiographic leadership, TH M a
happy but relatively non-productive organization may result.

In

this framework a vital balance or interaction between the nomothetic
and idiographic dimensions by transactional leadership would result

37

in effective organizational achievement and maintenance of healthy
efficiency (Getzels and others, 1968 ; Lippitt, 1969 ).
MLles and Porter (1966 ) reviewed three leadership models
parallel with both Getzels concepts of leadership and the historical
development of the epochs of management.

First, the "traditional

model" was characterized by close supervision and tight control of
subordinates performing narrowly defined jobs.

In the early

management era the assumption was made that people are basically
lazy, uncreative, and thus motivated primarily by what they earn.
Second, the "human-relations model" recognized the need for a limited
amount of participation by subordinates in decision-making.

In the

human relations management epoch the assumption was made that people
are essentially loyal and dependable if they feel that they are
important to the organization and their work is recognized by their
superiors.

Finally, the contemporary "human-resources" model

stresses the expansion of subordinate participation, self-direction,
and self-control.

The premise is that the creative human resources

of most complex organizations are an untapped, dormant source of
power.

Given the opportunity within designed learning settings,

organization members will seek self-direction in the accomplishment
of goals they have helped to establish.

In common with the contem

porary epoch of theoretical synthesis in which it is embedded, the
human resources model of leadership assumes that subordinate
participation in decision-making will enhance organizational task
achievement and the satisfaction of members' needs.

As noted earlier Lipham, Sarthory, Owens, and others
differentiated "between leadership and administration and indicated
that they were mutually exclusive.

In contrast, Argyris called for

a "reality-centered" leadership style in which congruence is
established between formal organizational demands and informal
organizational needs.

Argyris describes good administration and

effective leadership behavior as "fusing" the individual and the
organization in such a way that both simultaneously obtain optimum
self-actualization (Argyris, 1957).
Faber and Shearron felt that the current epoch in management
theory began with writers who sought a synthesis between formal and
informal organizational dynamics (Faber and Shearron, 1970).

Barnard

claimed that the informal organization had to be taken into account
in all complex organizational settings (Barnard, 1938).

Herman

conceptualized an organization as a "frozen iceberg" when the
consciously structured (formal) and unconsciously structured
(informal) forces became alienated (Herman, 1971).
The "iceberg" depicts the Barnard, Lewin, McGregor, Argyris,
Likert, and Golembiewski concepts of the interrelatedness of leader
ship and administration.

While the bureaucratic theory of classical

scientific management was concerned at the iceberg tip with those
formal aspects which lay above the sea of consciousness, the human
relations era of management became more conscious of phenomenol
ogical experiences beneath the surface.

The traditional neglect

of the idiographic dimensions created a need for OD treatments to
raise need-dispositions of individuals to the conscious level.

Thus,
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as French summed it up, although OD treatments are concerned with
both formal and informal systems, the traditional neglect of the
idiographic dimension has resulted in an increased concern for
attitudes and feelings (French and Bell, 1973).
Current Studies of Leadership Styles in Organizational Renewal
The quantitative measurement of organizational climate and
leadership styles has been difficult because of the qualitative human
element in organizational dynamics.
Likert’s Profile of Organizational Characteristics (POC)
conceptualized and measured four general patterns or systems of
management leadership found in industrial, business, and educational
organizations.

In The Human Organization Likert (1967 ) defined these

management systems as:
System
System
System
System

1
2
3
k

--—
—

exploitive authoritative;
benevolent authoritative;
consultative; and
participative group.

These four systems are not far removed from Lippitt’s four styles of
leadership, the three categories of leadership in Getzels' model,
and the closed-open continuum in Halpin's organizational climate
constructs.

Likert’s categories represent a continuum from a closed,

authoritarian "boss" type of management to an open, participative
management free from exploitive relations repressing subordinate
feelings (Likert, 1967 ).
Likert has compiled a table of organizational variables in
terms of the characteristics of leadership processes.

Those char

acteristics include motivational forces, communication processes,
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interaction-influence processes, and performance.

Likert sought to

measure the relationships between the leadership variables in the
four management systems as they pertain to the productivity of
organizations.

The results of this research disclosed that the

lower-producing, higher-costing line-and-staff types of organiza
tions generally reflected the System 1 mode more than the System
mode of leadership (Likert, 1967 ).

However, when used as a diag

nostic instrument for the prescription of intervention treatments
(0D), the POC must be recognized as having a democratic bias.

Likert

assumes that System k is the most productive and that, therefore, the
0D applied will be designed to move the leadership style toward
System U.
Two studies that used the Likert instruments and consulting
services directly in schools were the Feitler-Blumberg study in
Hew York and the federally-funded program for Reducing Alienation
and Activism by Participation (RAAP) in the Centerville, Ohio,
School System.

The use of Likert’s Profile of a School instrument

and the application of intervention treatments by Likert associates
was for the intention of helping the school to move to a System 4
type organization (Kline, 1972; Atkinson, 197^).
INSTRUMENTS USED TO STUDY LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR
AND ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE
Both management and personality theory contributed to the
development of and received input from instruments, such as Likert's,
which were created to measure leadership behavior and organizational

climate.

Organizational and environmental changes that left organi

zations in the predicament of needing to re-establish a new equi
librium state influenced the development of these instruments.
Diagnosis and treatment were attempted in order to meet that need.
Such instruments for assessing organizational climate and leadership
behavior are closely related in their concern with initiating
structure and consideration, task achievement and maintenance
operation, organizational press, and individual need integration
(Mullen, 1976).
Leadership Behavior Instruments
Instruments widely used in the study of educational leader
ship include The Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire
(LBDQ), Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Ideal Form
(LBDQ,-Ideal), and Fiedler's Least Preferred Coworker Scale (LPC).
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ). A
product of the Ohio Leadership studies (Hemphill and Coons, 1957;
Stogdill, 1969 ), the LBDQ was designed initially to measure nine
leadership behavior constructs.

Those nine constructs were reduced

by factor analysis to two basic dimensions, "initiating structure"
and "consideration" (Hemphill, 1950).

Stogdill surveyed 60 studies

that had involved the LBDQ (Stogdill, 197^).

The survey of the

literature in another study concluded that the LBDQ was measuring
different things in different situations.

Lowin indicated that

"initiating structure" and "consideration" may have positive, zero,
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or negative correlations with effectiveness and morale indices (Lowin,
Hrapchak, and Kavanagh, 1969 ).
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Ideal Form
(LBDQ-Ideal). An "Ideal Form" of the LBDQ was developed hy Hemphill,
Siegel, and Westie (1951).

This form differed in the questions

asked about how an ideal leader would behave.

Using the Ideal Form

with educational administrators, Halpin found that the leader's ideal
of how he should behave was not highly related to his behavior as
described by subordinates (Halpin, 1957).
Fielder's Least Preferred Coworker Scale (LPC). Fielder's
model postulated that a leader's effectiveness is contingent upon
three different situational factors.

The factors include the group

atmosphere of leader-member interaction, the task structure or
requirements of a particular task, and the amount of power there is
inherent in the leader's position.

This contingency model contrasts

LPC leaders who tend to be person-oriented, warm, and friendly (high
scorers) and LPC leaders who tend to be task-oriented, objective,
and distant (low scorers) (Fiedler, 1967 ).
Other studies did not confirm Fiedler's findings (Graen,
Orris, and Alvares, 1971).

Hunt found that a two-level interaction

effect between low LPC managers and high LPC supervisors had the
best performance groups, while high LPC managers and low LPC
supervisors had the lowest performing groups (Hunt, 1971).

Organizational Climate Instruments
Much research on measurement of the relationship between the
need-dispositions of individuals and the press demands of the organi
zation has been reported.

(Murray, 1938; Stern, 19&3; Steinhoff,

1965; Halpin and Croft, 1963 ) Likert's Profile of Organizational
Characheristics is an instrument widely used to assess climate and
leadership behavior.
Organizational Climate Index (PCI). Stern and Steinhoff
developed several instruments to measure the climates of colleges,
industrial organizations, and schools (Buros, 1972).

Influenced by

the work of Murray, Stern tended to see an analogy between human
personality and the personality of an institution (Owens, 1970).
Murray's postulate that personality is the product of interaction
between internal "need" and environmental "press" was used as a model
for the development of the College Characteristics Index (CCl) and
the Organizational Climate Index (OCl) (Owens, 1970).
Two key dimensions in the climate of schools which the OCI
measured were "development press" and "control press."

Development

press is the capacity of the organizational environment to support,
satisfy, or reward self-actualizing behavior.

Control press refers

to those characteristics of environmental press which inhibit or
restrict personal expressiveness (Owens and Steinhoff, 1969 ).
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ).
Developed by Halpin and Croft, the OCDQ was concerned with the dis
tinctive "personality" of a school as influenced by the nomothetic,
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idiographic, or transactional leadership behaviors of the principal.
Halpin's earlier research on leadership behavior— which contributed
to the development of the LBDQ— was influential also in the con
struction of the OCDQ instrument (Owens, 1970).
Halpin and Croft felt that the LBDQ's two factors, initiating
structure and consideration, did not provide adequate representation
of situational leadership.

In search of a wider descriptive range

of climate, they developed four factors descriptive of the school
principal's behavior and the behavior of teachers (Mullen, 1976).
Behavioral factors associated with teachers included disengagement,
busy work, morale, and intimacy.

Behavioral factors associated with

principals included aloofness (formal and impersonal), production
emphasis (task directiveness), thrust (motivation to achieve task by
example), and consideration (human relations) (Owens, 1970).
The 6U-item OCDQ was designed to place schools on a con
tinuum from closed to open climates (Mullen, 1976).

Halpin and

Croft made a nation-wide survey of elementary schools to identify
school profiles.
types:

Their data tended to cluster around six climate

open, autonomous, controlled, familiar, paternal, and closed

(Halpin and Croft, 1963 ).
Recent Diagnostic Instruments
The instruments selected for this study are two of the latest
tools designed to measure leadership behavior of school administra
tors, satisfaction of teachers with that behavior, and the openness
or closedness of the learning climate.
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Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement (DSLI). The
DSLI (Appendix A) has been proven empirically as a diagnostic
instrument in the assessment of the leadership behavior of principals
and the measurement of teacher satisfaction with that behavior within
the school system.

The theoretical model this instrument is based

upon provides, according to Mullen, the criteria for assessing
causative (nomothetic) and intervening (idiographic) variables that
affect dysfunctions within organizational systems.

The DSLI was

developed as a National Institute of Education (NIE) project over a
six-year period (Mullen, 197&).
The school is conceptualized by Mullen as a complex organi
zation which, in the process of change, strives to achieve goals and
maintain internal integration and external adaptation.

Maintenance

of the health of a school system, Mullen asserts, is increasingly
difficult for school organizations because of inefficient achievement
of goals, internal maladjustment, and external maladaptation.

As

modern life becomes more complex because of change, instruments for
diagnosis and intervention treatments are needed to enable the school
to maintain a dynamic equilibirum.
A direct influence upon the DSLI was Likert's Profile of
Organizational Characteristics (POC).

In providing the framework

for developing the DSLI, the POCs distinction between causal
variables (nomothetic dimensions) and intervening variables (idio
graphic dimensions) was recognized as fundamental.

After factor

analysis of the eight sets of items in the Likert instrument (POC),
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Mullen dropped three sets of items and retained the five sets of
variables that dealt with both the nomothetic and idiographic dimen
sions of leadership processes:

confidence and trust, communication,

control, decision-making, and interaction influence (Mullen, 1976).
The creation of the DSLI was influenced by Mullen’s study of
other leadership behavior and organizational climate instruments and
by his review of management theory, general systems theory, and
organizational health.

In 1971 he named the first form of the in

strument the School Organization Development Questionnaire (SODQ)
(Mullen, 197^)•

In 1976 after standardization, during the

completion of the HIE project, Mullen changed the name from SODQ to
DSLI.
The reliability and validity of the DSLI was established by
using a stratified, random sample of the population of school systems
throughout the United States.

Using the split-half method, the

reliability coefficients of the DSLI exceeded .9 6 and were signif
icant at the .0001 level in every instance.

The criterion-related

validity of the DSLI was based on the work of Hall in comparing
Halpin's OCDQ with Likert's POC.

Since Mullen's DSLI was based on

Likert's model, Mullen accepted Hall's study as one of the factors
in determining the validity of the DSLI (Hall, 1972).
Utilizing the work of Argyris and Likert, Mullen designed
the DSLI to diagnose the satisfaction or dissatisfaction of teachers
with the leadership behavior of their principals.

Argyris' classical

theoretical construct--the individual-organization integration— was
concerned with the organizational press-demand and individual need-

disposition interaction and was crucial to the DSLI instrument.

The

satisfaction or dissatisfaction of teachers with the leadership
behavior of the principal is determined by the difference between the
IS-OUGHT dichotomy of the 52-item DSLI (Mullen, 1976).
A major value of the DSLI is its diagnostic assessment of
the concurrent variables of satisfaction of teachers with the leader
ship behavior of administrators, thus emphasizing the importance of
the human side of the school organization from a Likert System U
model perspective.
Learning Climate Inventory (LCI). John R. Hoyle developed
the Learning Climate Inventory at Miami University, Ohio, in 1972.
The LCI (Appendix B) contains twenty items designed to measure the
teacher’s perception of the organizational climate.

The value of

this instrument is in determination of the type of learning climate
setting within a school.

The LCI scores create a profile of the

degree of openness or closedness of the learning climate of the
school based on a scale of one (closedness) to seven (openness)
(Atkinson, 197^+) •
The sixty-four item OCDQ developed by Halpin and the three
hundred item instrument developed by Stern and Steinhoff in the OCI
were used by Hoyle in creating a forty-five item instrument to be
field tested.

The most valid and reliable items of both the earlier

instruments were used in the construction of Hoyle’s experimental
LCI.

In a pilot program Hoyle eliminated twenty-five items.

The

most valid and reliable twenty items that remained comprise the
present LCI form (Atkinson, 197^)-

Atkinson and Hoyle administered the LCI to the same schools
on two separate occasions with an eight-week interval.

The tests

correlated with an r of .9 2 .
SUMMARY
This review has traced the theoretical "bases of selected
instruments for measuring the interrelationships of the variables
of leadership, climate, and satisfaction.

A pertinent existential

question raised by the literature concerns whether individuals are
more satisfied with leadership behavior and social climates that
are non-directive and open or directive and closed.

Chapter 3

PROCEDURES
This chapter includes a discussion of research design,
selection of schools, preliminary steps, implementation of the
testing program, statistical treatments to be employed, and
computer procedures.
RESEARCH DESIGN
The purpose of the research design for this study was to
disentangle three variables in a problem related to management
theory, organizational theory, and personality theory.

These

variables were leadership behavior of administrators, organiza
tional climates in a school, and satisfaction of teachers.
This study employed a quasi-experimental design in which
the interaction between two concurrent independent variables and
one dependent variable was compared.

The concurrent independent

variables pertain to (l) teacher perception of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction and (2) teacher perception of the principal's
leadership behavior.

The dependent variable pertains to the open

ness or closedness of the learning climate in the teachers' school.
The disentanglement of variables begins in the exploration
of what effect the teacher satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the
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leadership behavior of principals has upon the teacher's perception
of the openness or closedness of the learning climate.

The two

concurrent independent and one dependent variables to be disentangled
in this question involve the relationship between teacher perception
of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the leadership behavior of
principals (independent) and teacher perception of the openness or
closedness of the learning climate (dependent).

In summary, the

"if-then" hypotheses relating these variables were:

(l) if teachers

are satisfied with the leadership behavior of the principal, then
the teachers will perceive the learning climate as open; and, con
versely, (2) if teachers are dissatisfied, then they will perceive
the learning climate to be closed.
In order to disentangle the independent and dependent
variables, a causal-comparative design was used (Van Dalen, 1973)*
The problem to be resolved and the related hypotheses to be tested
required the comparison of both the likenesses and differences
between scores on the Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement
(DSLI) and the Learning Climate Inventory (LCI) instruments.

The

DSLI measured the teachers' perception of satisfaction with the
leadership behavior of their principals.

The LCI measured the

teachers' perception of the learning climate in their school.

The

comparison of both likenesses and differences among phenomena was
performed in this design to indicate what factors or variables
constribute to the occurrence of other conditions or variables (Van
Dalen, 1973).
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All of the scores made on the DSLI and LCI were used in the
correlational treatment of question one and hypothesis one (Hq).
Both question one and Hq are concerned with the likenesses between
teachers' perception of satisfaction with their principal's leader
ship behavior (DSLI) and teachers' perception of their school's
learning climate (LCI).
The DSLI scores of the teachers were ranked and partitioned
into four quartiles, with the teachers most highly satisfied with the
leadership behavior of their principals (Group Y) in

and the

teachers most highly dissatisfied (Group X) in Qij.. .The purpose of
separating Group Y and Group X (independent variable) in this design
was to consider and test the issue of the differences between the
two groups (dependent variable) in related questions and a hypothesis.
In order to respond to questions two and three and hypothesis two (H2 ), based on the difference between the LCI means of
the Group Y subjects and the Group X subjects, this research design
included a modification of a static-group comparison (Stanley and
Campbell, 1963 ).
DSLI
determines
Group Y
DSLI
determines
Group X

Treatment
(Independent)
Variable
Highly
Satisfied
Control
(Dependent)
Variable
Highly
Dissatisfied

LCI
determines
opennessclosedness
LCI
determines
opennessclosedness

Figure 1
Causal-Comparison Design with an Ex Post
Facto Static Group Comparison
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Thus, as summarized in Figure 1, a comparison was made to
determine whether a significant difference existed between the
teachers most highly satisfied (Group Y comprised of Qx on the DSLI)
and the most highly dissatisfied (Group X comprised of

on the

DSLI) in their perceptions of the openness or closedness of the
learning climate as measured by the LCI.

The \/f ~ determined the

significance of the difference between the means of Group Y and
Group X at the .05 level.
SELECTION OF SCHOOLS
Six secondary schools in a Louisiana system, each with grades
nine through twelve, were selected as the field setting for the
implementation of this experiment.

After permission was obtained

from the superintendent of the school system, visits were made with
the principals of each ofthe schools in order to secure their
decisions to take part inthis study. All of the principals
consulted with their teachers and then consented, and separate
testing dates were set up in the individual schools.
PRELIMINARY STEPS
The preliminary steps included the submission of a summary
of the proposed study to the Louisiana State University Committee on
Use of Humans and Animals as Research Subjects.

Subsequently, the

teachers surveyed were given both written and verbal assurances of
their options, rights, and protection.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TESTING PROGRAM
The implementation of the testing program occurred, on the
appointment dates between March 18 and May 20, 1977.

The DSLI and

the ICI questionnaires were administered to 212 teachers in separate
sittings as faculties in each of the respective schools.

Each

teacher's DSLI response card and LCI response card were coded and
stapled together In order to match for statistical treatment.
STATISTICAL TREATMENTS USED TO RESOLVE
QUESTIONS AND TEST HYPOTHESES
Question one and hypothesis one (Hq) concerned the relation
ship, or likeness, between teachers' perception of the openness or
closedness of their school's learning climate.

The Pearson product-

moment coefficient of correlation was computed to determine the
correlation between the DSLI scores and the LCI scores of the 212
subjects.
Questions two and three and hypothesis two (H2 ) concerned
the difference between the Group Y (most highly satisfied) and
Group X (most highly dissatisfied) perception of the openness or
closedness of the learning climate in each school.

The results of

the DSLI in all six secondary schools were ordered into a range of
quartiles from lowest (Qq) to highest scores (01+).

The degree of

satisfaction was determined on the DSLI by subtracting the difference
between the Likert-type IS score and the similar OUGHT score for
each instrument item.

The lowest score difference indicated the

highest degree of satisfaction.

Therefore, the most highly satisfied

group (Y) had the lower scores and comprised Q^, and the most highly
dissatisfied group (X) had the highest scores and comprised Q^.
After determining Group Y and Group X on the basis of the range of
scores on the DSLI, a two-tailed t test or \flT~ (Garrett, 1966 ) was
employed to assess whether the difference between the perceptions of
the openness or closedness of the learning climate by the two groups
was significant (.0 5 ).
STEPS IN COMPUTER PROCEDURES
The six steps in computing included:

(l) scoring the DSLI

response cards for each subject; (2) scoring the LCI response cards
for each subject; (3 ) computing the coefficient of correlation
between the DSLI and LCI scores; (^) ranking DSLI scores and parti
tioning the quartiles; (5) computing the means of the I£I scores for
subjects within each of the top and bottom quartiles (Q,]_ and QI4.);
and (6) testing to determine if the difference between those means
was significant.

Chapter If

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
The data presented and analyzed in this chapter included data
from:

(l) the scores of 212 teachers on the Diagnostic Survey for

Leadership Improvement (DSLI); (2) the 212 teachers' scores on the
Learning Climate Inventory (LCI); (3) the summary comparison of the
DSLI and LCI scores; (if) correlation of the DSLI and LCI scores for
the 212 teachers; and (5) the testing of the difference between the
means of the most highly satisfied teachers with the leadership
behavior of their principals (Group Y) and the most highly dis
satisfied teachers with the leadership behavior of their principals
(Group X).
DSLI DATA
The 52-item DSLI instrument was used in this study for
determining the independent variable (the degree of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction of the teacher with the leadership behavior of the
principal).

Each item was responded to by the teacher in two ways:

(l) the actual behavior of the principal as the teacher perceived
it was recorded in an "IS" section on each item; and (2) the ideal
expected behavior for the principal as the teacher thought it ought
to be was recorded in a "SHOULD BE" section on each item.
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Each of

the 52 items concerned a basic dimension pertaining to idiographic
and nomothetic leadership behavior, and the items were grouped into
five sets or categories:

confidence and trust, communication,

control, decision-making, and interaction.

The 52 items on the "IS"

and "SHOULD BE" sections of the DSLI instrument were programmed into
the computer as 10U factors.
Teachers responded to each of the 52 items in both "IS" and
"SHOULD BE" sections by checking the appropriate perceived category
(box) on the instrument; i.e., "I Don’t Know," "Almost Never,"
"Sometimes," "Very Often," and "Almost Always." ■ A value of 1 to 5
was assigned to each of these categories, respectively.

The score

for each item was determined by subtracting the "IS" from the
"SHOULD BE" section.

Since concern was only for the difference,

positive and negative values were not used to determine the direction
of the dissatisfaction.

Both a 1 from 5 and a 5 from 1 equalled U.

The maximum score for each item was 4, as indicated by
subtracting 1 from 5«

The minimum score for each item was 0, as

indicated by subtracting 1 from 1 or 5 from 5.

The total raw score

for a teacher, after subtracting each of the "IS" and "SHOULD BE"
items, then was determined by adding the remainders for each of the
52 items.

The lower scores indicated higherdegrees of satisfac

tion, and the higher scores indicated higher degrees of dissatisfac
tion.

The score for a teacher could range from 0 to 208.

The data

actually ranged from 0 to 150 .
The response cards with the raw data for each teacher on
the DSLI were scored, and the mean of those scores for the total
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population of 212 teachers was calculated.

The scores for the 212

teachers on the DSLI were ranked and partitioned into Qls Q2, Q3 ,,
and

from lowest to highest scores.

Each quartile had an N of 53.

Although not needed, identity of the school was maintained in the
quartile grouping.

The most highly satisfied teachers (with the

lowest scores) were selected and separated as Group Y (Q,-j_). The
most highly dissatisfied teachers (with the highest scores) were
selected and separated as

Group X (Q^).

A presentation of the scores of each of the 53

teachers in

the six schools (not listed alphabetically), comprising the quartiles
in which they fell, is contained in Tables 1, 2, 3, and !+. The
school’s average score isnot needed except as it contributes to the
mean of the quartile.

The presentation is broken down by school in

the tables for simplicity and for the potential relevance to related
research questions.

In the tables each column is appropriately

summed (S) in order to obtain the mean (M).
LCI DATA
The 20-item LCI instrument was used in this study for deter
mining the dependent variable (the degree of openness or closedness
of the learning climate).

Each item represented a basic dimension

pertaining to the organizational climate of a school.

The items

were constructed after consideration for theories about organi
zational climates and for other organizational instruments (Halpin1s
OCDQ and Stern-Steinhoff's OCl).
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Table 1

Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement Scores
Quartile 1 (Group Y)

School

1

2

3

k

5

6

k

12

19

9

15

0

18

11

11

9

2

3

16

8

18

7

10

19

19

Ik

4

0

3

13

8

0

19

18

0

6

13

k

9

7

k

2

2

17

3

15

0

1

0

15

18

Ik

7

13

l

17

0

15

8

Sum -

169

108

52

25

10^4

22

Mean =

11.3

9.8

10. U

6 .3

6.9

7.3

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM = U80
TOTAL RAW SCORE MEAN == 9-1
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Table 2

Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement Scores
Quartile 2

School

1

2

3

1+

5

6

27

28

32

36

25

3*+

30

35

23

33

1+0

21+

21

36

1+0

21+

3!+

29

31

21

31+

39

35

23

27

25

38

28

26

30

22

29

30

38

35

21

27

37

25

20

22

35

26

20

35

33

1+0

36

l+o

2k
26

21
Sum =
Mean =

1+62

1+37

95

127

163

266

27.2

31.2

31.7

3 1 .8

32.6

2 9 .6

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM = 1515

TOTAL RAW SCORE MEAN = 2 9 .3
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Table 3

Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement Scores
Quartile 3
School
57

65

k3

58

kk

60

51

k9

k7

k6

60

51

55

50

51

^t-3

kk

52

62

ill

63

59

^t-7

k7

kh

65

59

55

k2

65

^3

53

65

61

^3

55

k6

k8

51

kQ

k2

65

5^

55

^3
53
k9

50
6U

k7
60

k5

Sum =

502

979

182

361

10k

631

Mean =

50.2

51-5

U5.5

5 1 .6

5 2 .0

57.^

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM

2759

TOTAL RAW SCORE M E M = 52.1
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Table k

Diagnlstic Survey for Leadership Improvement Scores
Quartile k (Group X)
School

1

2

3

1+

5

6

67

72

76

75

72

83

73

78

81+

79

79

81+

78

71

100

88

82

82

68

6b

67

101

118

80

106

79

130

71+

68

95

91+

95

91

86

111

107

130

76

67

112

87

106

95

150

70

69

67

66

105

109

71
66

96
Sum =

1+07

11+02

299

716

72

1705

Mean =

8 l.1
4-

8 7 .6

7 I+.8

89.5

7 2 .0

89.7

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM = 1+601

TOTAL RAW SCORE MEAN = 8 6 .8

62
Teachers responded to each item by encircling a number which
represented their perception of the learning climate within the
school.

The response form was designed with a seven-digit continu

um of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7.

The numbers were assigned values of

frequency varying from "never" (l) to "always" (7).
A minimum score of 20 and a maximum score of l*+0 was possible
for each respondent to the LCI instrument.
from 3*+ to 13*+.

The data actually ranged

The higher the score, the more open the climate.

The lower the score, the more closed the climate.
The teachers who were separatedaccording to their
scores into quartiles 1 through *+, with

an I of 53 in

were retained in those groups, respectively.

DSLI

eachgroup,

The members of the LCI

Group 1 were the same members as those in Quartile 1 (Group Y) on
the DSLI.
DSLI.

Group 2 on the LCI corresponded to Quartile 2 on the

Group 3 on the LCI contained the

on the DSLI.

same subjects

The Group *+ members on the LCI were the

as Quartile 3
sameas the

Quartile *+ (Group X) members on the DSLI.
Tables 5j 6, 75 and 8 present the LCI score data for the
212 teachers according to the respective groups (or quartiles) that
originally resulted from the partitioned range of scores on the DSLI.
The data of the LCI scores within the appropriate groups is broken
down and presented according to school.
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF DSLI AND LCI DATA
In Table 9 a summary comparison of the DSLI and LCI data
for the 212 teachers is presented.

The mean of each partitioned
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Table 5
Learning Climate Inventory Scores
Group 1 (Group Y)

School

Sum =
Mean =

1

2

3

4

5

6

116

96

103

85

78

64

99

91

84

112

93

113

92

106

98

115

115

101

95

101

111

111

74

111

123

117

121

116

102

99

106

112

91

117

134

128

114

101

113

109

91

94

121

115 •

102

125

122

114

114

92

127

98

113

1563

1145

509

423

1658

292

104.5

104.1

1 0 1 .8

1 0 5 .8

110.5

97-3

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM -

5595

TOTAL RAW SCORE MEAN = 1 0 5.6

61+

Table 6
Learning Climate Inventory Scores
Group 2

School

1

2

3

l+

5

6

88

87

91

97

77

lll+

107

82

ioi+

99

85

109

93

81

98

101+

111

109

91

106

99

10 I+

73

82

113

101

110

111

98

115

108

97

93

88

110

95

67

101+

8l

111

10 l+

109

73

110

105

92

95

97

103

105

91
88

89
Sum =

161+9

135^

392

Mean =

97.0

96.7

9 8 .0

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM = 5151+
TOTAL RAW SCORE MEAN = 97.3

1+01+
1 0 1.0

1+56
9 1 .2

899
99.9
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Table 7
Learning Climate Inventory Scores
Group 3

School
85

67

96

86

117

95

92

105

100

88

83

100

108

9b

91

86

106

85

85

102

96

83

80

80

95

83

92

79

96

82

99

90

95

80

103

79

88

110

67

100

6l

93

81

110

96

105
78
82

102

97
108

113
98
Sum -

915

1732

389

6^2

200

99b

Mean =

91.5

9 1 .2

9 7 -3

9 1 .7

1 0 0 .0

9 0 .U

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM

U872

TOTAL RAW SCORE MEAN = 91.9
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Table 8
Learning Climate Inventory Scores
Group 4 (Group X)

School

1

2

3

4

5

6

103

75

73

91

101

91

75

6b

65

71

110

33

66

85

72

81

70

72

99

90

113

87

66

90

101

77

78

98

114

80

52

34

72

85

74

77

89

86

85

70

106

91

76

60

80

89

101

94

48

68

84
77
82

Sum =
Mean =

4l8

1277

322

644

101

1609

8 3 .6

76.7

8 0 .5

8 0 .5

1 0 1 .0

84.7

TOTAL RAW SCORE SUM = 4321

TOTAL RAW SCORE MEAN = 8 1 .5

6?
Table 9

Summary Comparison of Diagnostic Survey for Leadership
Improvement and Learning Climate Inventory Data

Diagnostic Survey for Leadership Improvement
Quartiles
School
1 '
2

1

2

3

Group Y

4
Group X

2 7 .2
3 1 .2
3 1 .8
3 2 .6
2 9 .6

5 1 .6
5 2 .0

6

11.3
9.8
10.4
6.3
6.9
7.3

57.4

89.7

Sum =

5 2 .0

184.1

308.2

4 95 .O

Mean =

8 .6 6

30.7

51.4

82.5

3

4

3
4
5

31.7

5 0 .2

81.4

51.5
45.5

8 7 .6

74.8
89.5
7 2 .0

Learning Climate Inventory
Group
School

2

1

Group Y

Group X

1
2

104.5
104.1

97.0
96.7

91.5

8 3 .6

9 1 .2

3
4
5

1 0 1 .8
1 0 5 .8

9 8 .0
1 0 1 .0
9 1 .2

97.3
91.7

76.7
80.5
80.5

1 0 0 .0
9 0 .4

1 0 1 .0

99.9

624.0

583.8

56 2.1

507.0

104.0

97.3

9 3 .7

84.5

6

110.5
97.3

Sum =
Mean =

RAW SCORE MEAN OF GROUP Y = 105.566
RAW SCORE MEAN OF GROUP X =

8 1.528

84.7
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quartile group on the DSLI according to school is included in the
table.

These means are then summed (S) and divided by an N of 6 in

order to obtain the total mean (M) data for each quartile group.
The LCI scores are presented in Table 9 i*1 "the same manner
as the DSLI scores.

Group 1 through Group 1+ members on the LCI are

the same subjects in quartile 1 through quartile 4 on the DSLI.

In

order to assess how the satisfied subjects, or the dissatisfied
subjects, perceived the openness or closedness of the learning
climate, the membership in the independent variable groups of the
DSLI is the same as the subjects in the dependent variable groups of
the LCI.
DATA FOR THE CORRELATIONAL HYPOTHESIS
Question one and hypothesis one (H^) stressed the relation
ship between the independent variable of teacher satisfaction (or
dissatisfaction) with the leadership behavior of the principal and
teacher perception of the openness (or closedness) of the learning
climate for the total population of 212 teachers.

In this type of

linear relationship between the two sets of independent and depen
dent measures, the calculation of r was determined by a Pearson
product-moment coeffieient of correlation.
The mean for the 212 teachers on the DSLI was M+.368. The
mean for the total population on the LCI was Sbb.Obl.
DSLI scores was 30.987 and 1 6 .1 6 3 for the LCI.

The SD for the

The sum of the raw

scores of the 212 teachers on the DSLI was 9,bo6 and the sum on
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the LCI was 19,81+^.

The range on the DSLI was from 0 to 150 and from

3U to 13^ on the LCI.
The calculation of the product-moment coefficient of corre
lation between the DSLI and LCI scores for all 212 teachers produced
an r of -0.590^5.

That coefficient indicated a marked or substantial

inverse relationship between the DSLI and LCI scores.

Those who

were more highly satisfied with the leadership behavior of the
principal (as denoted by low scores on the DSLI) were generally those
who made higher scores on the LCI (indicating a more open climate).
The dependability of this coefficient of correlation (r) was found to
be highly significant (.0001).
DATA FOR THE DIFFERENCE HYPOTHESIS
Questions two and three and hypothesis two (Hg) stressed
the difference between Group Y (most highly satisfied teachers with
the leadership behavior of their principal— Q-^ on the DSLI) and
Group X (most highly dissatisfied teachers with the leadership
behavior of their principals— Qij. on the DSLI) in their perception
of the openness or closedness of the learning climate as indicated
by the scores on the LCI.

The significance of the difference

between the means of Group Y and Group X was determined by an F
ratio produced by an analysis of variance (ANOVA).

The square root

of the F ratio ( \/¥~) was calculated in order to obtain the t
value to determine whether there was a significant difference (.0 5
level) between Group Y and Group X in their perception of the
openness or closedness of the learning climate.
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It was hypothesized that Group Y (independent variable) would
tend to perceive the dependent variable of the learning climate to
be more closed.

To test whether there was a significant difference

between the means of Group Y and Group X on the LCI, a null hypoth
esis was assumed.
Descriptive data comparing Group Y and Group X on the LCI
included the following factors.
had an H of 53.

Group Y had an M of 53, and Group X

The mean for Group Y on the LCI was 105.566 . The

mean for Group X on the LCI was 8 1 .518 . (Table 9 ) The mean of
Groups X and Y was 93.5^7•
Pertinent to the AITOVA and the calculation of the F ratio
in order to test the null hypothesis, the data in Table 10 was
prepared.
Table 10
Analysis of Variance

Source of Variation

Total
Among the means
Within the means

df
(degrees of
freedom)

Sums of
Squares

Mean Square
(Variance)

105
1
10 U

39328.26iT
15312.038
2*1-016. 226

15312.038
230.925

F = 15312.038 = 66.31
230.925
t =

v/]F =

n/66.31

**P > .0001

= 8 .11+3**

Thus, the ANOVA resulted in an F value of 66.31 with 1 degree of
freedom and the difference between the means of Group Y and Group X
was highly significant at the .0001 level.

Therefore, the null

hypothesis was rejected, and the proposed hypothesis was accepted.

Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
SUMMARY
This study was undertaken to compare teachers' satisfaction
or dissatisfaction with the leadership behavior of their principals
and the teachers' perception of the openness or closedness of the
learning climate in six selected secondary schools in one Louisiana
school system.
The questions and related hypotheses of this study stressed
the issues of both the similarity and the difference between teacher
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with administrative leadership
behavior and the openness or closedness of the learning climate.
Those teachers who were most satisfied with the leadership behavior
of their principal, according to the Diagnostic Survey for Leadership
Improvement (DSLI) scores, were hypothesized to perceive their
learning climate to be open, according to the Learning Climate
Inventory (LCI) scores.

The converse hypothesis of dissatisfaction

and closedness was asserted also.
A coefficient of correlation was calculated in order to
determine the relationship between the scores of the total popula
tion on the DSLI and the LCI instruments.

Analysis of variance and

a t test were performed to determine if there was a significant
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difference between Group Y (most highly satisfied with the leadership
behavior of their principals) and Group X (most highly dissatisfied
with the leadership behavior of their principals) in their perception
of the openness or closedness of the learning climate as indicated
by their scores on the LCI instrument.
CONCLUSIONS
Conclusions drawn from this study were considered in terms
of two categories, limited and general.

Limited conclusions per

tained to the specific results of statistically tested questions and
hypotheses.

General conclusions pertained to the relevance or

generalization of these results to the broader domain of the theory
and practice of educational administration.
Limited Conclusions
The specific conclusions of this study are limited to
question one and related hypothesis one (H-^), questions two and
three and related hypothesis two (H2), and the results of the appro
priate statistical treatments.
Conclusion in regard to hypothesis one (Hi). Hypothesis
one (Hq) asserted that teachers who perceive the leadership behavior
of their principals with greater degrees of satisfaction will
perceive the learning climate of their school to be open; and
conversely, teachers who perceive the leadership behavior of their
principals with greater degrees of dissatisfaction will perceive
the learning climate of their school to be closed.

The product-moment coefficient of correlation for the 212
teachers' scores on the DSLI and the LCI instruments showed a marked
or substantial inverse correlation (-.590 ^5 )> highly significant at
the .0001 level.

On this basis H-^ can be accepted, and the conclu

sion can be drawn that teachers who are more satisfied with the
leadership behavior of their principals perceive the learning climate
within their school to be more open, and teachers who are dissatis
fied perceive their school's learning climate to be more closed.
Conclusion in regard to hypothesis two (Hp). Hypothesis
two (Hp) asserted that there would be a significant difference (.0 5 )
between the perception of the openness of the learning climate by
Group Y and the perception of the closedness of the learning
climate by Group X.
The F ratio (66.31) was found to be highly significant
(.0001).

Therefore, hypothesis two (Hp) was accepted.

Thus, the

conclusion may be drawn that teachers most highly satisfied with
their principals' leadership behavior (Group Y) perceive the learning
climate within their school to be more open, and those most highly
dissatisfied with their principals' leadership behavior (Group X)
perceive their school's learning climate to be more closed.
General Conclusions
From the results of these specific conclusions, general
izations or broader conclusions may be drawn about the relevance
of this study to the theory and practice of educational adminis
tration.

Management systems. The results of this study contributed
to the directive versus non-directive management style dialogue.

A

crucial question presented by the literature concerned whether an
administrator could resolve the dualistic roles of manager and
leader.

From the perspective of the teachers in regard to satis

faction, administrative competencies and leadership behavior do not
have to be a mutually exclusive "two-hat" situation.

Rogerian

techniques of group-centered leadership and administration, by
providing facilitative relationships of confidence and trust, would
probably be more satisfying to teachers than directive nomothetic
administrative demands.

Monitoring the decision-making process

through a participative management system, as suggested by Griffiths
would probably be more fulfilling to teachers than the administrator
leader who acts as the authoritarian decision maker for the organi
zation with concern only for initiating structure rather than
consideration.

In summary, Lewin’s concept of democratic leadership

Likert's System k style of management, and McGregor’s Theory Y
probably are supported more from the data and conclusions in this
study as the management system most conducive to teacher satisfac
tion than are the laissez-faire or autocratic styles.
Organizational climates. The learning climate most satis
fying to teachers, according to the data and conclusions in this
study, is more likely the open democratic and idiographic fulfilling
settings.

Climate was defined in the literature as consisting of
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the two basic organizational goals of task-achievement and mainte
nance operation including individual self-realization.

Theoreti

cally, there would be, according to the review of literature
presented, both task-achievement for the organization and needdisposition fulfillment for the individual in the most satisfying
climate.

This study was limited, however, to an assessment of what

Getzels has called the efficiency or idiographic dimension of the
organizational climate.

Etarphasis was placed in this study upon the

measurement of the types of learning climates in which teachers
experienced the most satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the
leadership behavior of their principals.

However, no assessment

was made as to the effectiveness of the organizations (schools) in
the achievement of their tasks.

The dilemma of persons being

satisfied in a climate in which organizational tasks are not
effectively achieved is a problem Getzels presented which is left
unresolved by this study.

The conclusion cannot be drawn on the

basis of this study that the open climate is the most effective
climate.

Rather than referring to effective task achievement of

the organization, conclusions from this study were limited to the
idiographic satisfaction of teachers with administrator leadership
behavior in relation to particular types of learning settings.
Existential participation. Probably this study would support
management styles and related organizational climates in which high
regard is held for the participation of the unique personality of
the individual in the organization.

This general conclusion is
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made on the "basis that the most highly satisfied teachers with the
leadership behavior of their principals did perceive more openness
of the climate while the dissatisfied did perceive more closedness.
Open systems are more concerned with idiographic consideration,
while closed systems are more concerned with nomothetic structure.
Thus, the principal who expresses concern for persons as individuals
who transcend role prescriptions in problem-solving and decision
making will probably facilitate the satisfaction of teachers in the
process of self-actualization more nearly than principals who express
concern only for role conformity to organizational press-demands.
In summary, a generalization from the specific conclusions drawn in
this study would support administration and organizational develop
ment treatments that respect the dimensions of the personality in
the organization.

Therefore, rather than placing the organization

superordinate to the individual, the open systems approach would
seek the successful integration of the individual in the organiza
tion through meaningful participation.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
In view of the findings and conclusions presented in this
study, the following recommendations are made:
1.

Because the limitations of an ex post facto field study

reduce the generalizability of these conclusions to other settings,
replication of this study is recommended with other populations.
2.

The unresolved question of the relationship between

organizational effectiveness and idiographic efficiency in school

systems needs to be investigated; i.e., the correlation between
causal variables related to effectiveness and intervening variables
related to efficiency.

Are the school climates in which persons are

most satisfied also the organizational systems which are most effec
tive in task achievement?

Is there a relationship between System 4

management styles in school systems and productive achievement?
3.

Recommendation is made for the preparation of educa

tional .administrators to plan, implement, and incorporate organiza
tional renewal and organizational development programs within school
systems in order to facilitate the existential integration of the
individual and the organization.
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APPENDIX A

DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY FOR LEADERSHIP IMPROVEMENT
Developed by David J. Mullen
University of Georgia
National Institute of Education Project
Teachers' Section on the "Overall School Principal Level"
Mark to show how you feel the principal provides leadership behavior
in the school (IS), and how you feel he ought to provide leadership
behavior in the school (SHOULD BE).
I Don't Almost
Know
Never

Statement
1. Your principal
has faith and trust
in you.

Is
Should
Be

2. Teamwork is
used to improve
things.

Is
Should
Be

3. You or your
peers can take part
in improving things.

Is
Should
Be

4. Your principal
works with you in
such a way that you
like to do what he
expects you to do.

Is
Should
Be

5. You have faith
and trust in your
principal.

Is
Should
Be

6. Your principal
uses what he knows
about "how you are
doing" to help you
improve.

Is
Should
Be
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Some Very
times Often

Almost
Always
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I Don't Almost
Never
Know

Statement
7. Decisions are
made through
teamwork.

Is
Should
Be

8. Your principal
discusses with you
or your peers ways
to improve things.

Is
Should
Be

9. Your principal
treats you in ways
which make you
feel important.

Is
Should
Be

10. You or your
peers take part in
making decisions
which affect you.

Is
Should
Be

11. Your principal
knows how it is
from your point of
view.

Is
Should
Be

12. True and com
plete information
is used to rate
what you and your
peers do.
13. You know how
things are from
your leader's
point of view.
ih. The principal
is told what he
should know in an
open way by the
ones who are
involved.

15. You feel
close to your
principal.

Is
Should
Be

Is
Should
Be

Is
Should
Be
Is
Should
Be

Some Very Almost
times Often Always
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I Don't
Know

Statement
16. Your principal
leaves you free to
control your
behavior.

Is
Should
Be

17. When decisions
are made, they are
based on information
which you think is
right and fair.

Is
Should
Be

18. You feel
friendly with your
principal.

Is
Should
Be

19. You or your
peers can bring
about changes in
policies.

Is
Should
Be

20. Ideas for ways
to improve things
come from all
concerned.

Is
Should
Be

21. You or your
principal can help
change how things
are done.

Is
Should
Be

22. When your
principal knows
your ideas he
tries to use them.

Is
Should
Be

23. You share your
feelings with your
principal.

Is
Should
Be

2b. You are able
to improve things.

Is
Should
Be

25. Your principal
shows that the work
done by you and your
peers is important.

Is
Should
Be

Almost
Never

Almost
Some Very
times Often Always
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I Don't Almost
Never
Know

Statement
26. You share your
problems with your
principal.

Is
Should
Be

2 7 . You or your
peers can help
bring about changes
in what is done.

Is
Should
Be

28. Your principal
provides chances for
you to work with your
peers in a friendly
way.

Is
Should
Be

29.

Those not in
charge show as much
concern about a job
being done as does
the principal.

Is
Should
Be

30. You and your
peers tell it "like
it is" to your
principal.

Is
Should
Be

31. You have the
chance to show
concern for others.

Is
Should
Be

32. Your principal
supports and backs
you up.

Is
Should
Be

33- You communicate
with your principal
to help improve
things.

Is
Should
Be

3^. Your principal
tries to get your
ideas.

Is
Should
Be

35. Your principal
uses your help to
solve a common
problem.

Is
Should
Be

Some Very
Almost
times Often Always
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I Don't Almost
Never
Know

Statement
3 6 . You are en

couraged to give
your help to others
to make things
better.
37. Decisions are
made by those close
to the problem
source.

Is
Should
Be

Is
Should
Be

38 . The people who
make decisions which
affect you are aware
of the things you
face.

Is
Should
Be

39 * You or your
peers influence
what happens to you.

Is
Should
Be

1+0. Decisions are
made in such a way
that you do not mind
carrying them out.

Is
Should
Be

1+1. Needed work gets
done because of the
way your principal
and your peers work
together.

Is
Should
Be

1+2. Your principal
tries to get you to
reach high goals.

Is
Should
Be

1+3. You take part
in judging your
performance.

Is
Should
Be

1+1+. Your peers
accept what is
expected of them.

Is
Should
Be

1+5. Your principal
works with you and
your peers in
friendly ways.

Is
Should
Be

Some Very
Almost
times Often Always

91

I Don’t Almost
Never
Know

Statement
k6 . Your principal
uses what he "finds
out" to make things
better.

Is
Should
Be

k-7. Things are
organized so that
you or your peers
can help make
decisions.

Is
Should
Be

i+8. Most all work
together to get
the job done.

Is
Should
Be

^9. Your principal
shares with you most
all the information
you need or want.

Is
Should
Be

50. Most all get
along and help each
other.

Is
Should
Be

51. Information on
what you do and how
well you do it is
used to help solve
problems.

Is
Should
Be

52. The principal
works with his
peers and people
below him to make
the decisions.

Is
Should
Be

Some Very
times Often

Almost
Always

APPENDIX B
LEARNING CLIMATE INVENTORY
Developed by John R. Hoyle
Texas A&M University
On the following pages are 20 statements that may be used to describe
the learning climate in your school. Your task is to describe as
accurately as you can your opinions about the learning climate in
your classroom and school.
Directions: 1. Read each statement carefully. 2. Draw a circle
around the number on the Response Form to indicate your opinion on
each statement.
1. You are free to experiment with teaching methods and techniques
in your classroom.
Never

1

Seldom

2

Occasionally

^

3

Often

5

6

Always

7

2. You are free to bring supplementary materials (e.g., paperbacks,
magazines, newspapers, films, slides, etc.) into your classroom.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

Often
5

^

6

Always
7

3. You are encouraged to "cover" a specified amount of subject
matter during each reporting period or school year.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

4. You feel free to discuss students' learning difficulties with
your principal.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

^
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Often
5

6

Always
7
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5. You participate in the administrative decisions affecting your
classroom teaching.
Never

Seldom

1

2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

6 . You are free to discuss controversial issues in your classroom.

Never

Seldom

1

2

Occasionally

b

3

Often
5

6

Always
7

7 . You are free to invite resource people to assist you in your

classroom.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally

Oftien
5

3 * +

6

Always
7

8 . You are supported in your efforts to employ team teaching or
other cooperative teaching plan.

Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

9. You are free to use your own judgment in evaluating and grading
each student.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

10. Your principal encourages you to maintain a strict, quiet
classroom.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

Often
5

^

6

Always
7

11. Your teaching is evaluated by a mutually agreed upon set of
objectives.
Never

1

Seldom

2

Occasionally

3

^

Often

5

6

Always

7

9U

12. You are encouraged to permit students to help decide what they
will learn in the classroom.
Never

Seldom

1

2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

13. Your principal keeps the teaching staff working together as a
team to improve the learning climate.
Never

Seldom

1

2

Occasionally
3

h

Often
5

, 6

Always
7

li)-. You feel free to discuss students’ learning difficulties with
other teachers.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

Often
5

^

6

Always
7

15. Building in-service programs are planned to help you improve
the teaching-learning process in your classroom.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

Often
5

^

6

Always
7

16. Your creative teaching techniques are highlighted (praised) by
your principal.
Never

Seldom

1
17.

2

3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

You are invited to evaluate the performance of your principal.
Never
1

18.

Occasionally

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

You invite students to evaluate your teaching.
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7
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19.

You invite your colleagues to evaluate your teaching.
Never
1

20

.

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

^

Often
5

6

Always
7

Are you satisfied with your teaching situation?
Never
1

Seldom
2

Occasionally
3

k

Often
5

6

Always
7
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